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Introduction 
In a previous report, characteristics of the 
driver population in Kentucky were examined and 
related to their driving record (I). Also, characteristics 
of high-risk drivers were determined and compared to 
the driving population. In another study, the effec­
tiveness and usage of seatbelts by Kentucky motorists 
were examined and identified (2). 
This report deals with the identification and 
rehabilitation of high-risk drivers. Means used to 
identify negligent drivers were examined, and 
Kentucky's point system was compared to those 
in other states. The consequences of drivers attending 
driver-improvement clinics were studied by analyzing 
driving records. 
Procedure 
Two sources of data were used in this study. The 
primary source was a master driver license file which 
contained information on every licensed driver in 
Kentucky. The record for each driver provided the 
driver's name, address, driver's license number, birth 
date, sex, restrictions, license type, and other general 
information. Also included was information on drivers 
involved in some type of action for which an entry 
code is used by the Division of Driver Licensing, 
Bureau of Vehicle Regulation. This may be a traffic 
violation, accident, or administrative action. For each 
entry code, the action date and number of points {if 
applicable) were given. Five years of information were 
kept in the file. The file contained data through 1976. 
Because of the computer time involved, it was not 
possible to use the entire driver license tape which 
contained information on approximately two million 
drivers. Therefore, a sample of about 250,000 drivers 
was selected at random. 
The second data source was responses from a 
questionnaire which was sent to representatives of 
drivers license divisions in other states. The follow� 
ing questions were asked: 
I. How does your state identify negligent 
(high-risk) drivers? 
2. If a point system is used, how is it organized 
(points per violation, culpable accident, 
etc.)? 
3. What requirements are necessary for dis� 
cretionary or mandatory withdrawals of the 
driver's license? 
4. What means does your state use to predict 
accident�prone drivers from such parameters 
as number and/or type of violations? 
5. Have you conducted evaluations of your 
system? If so, have you found any changes 
in the driving record of drivers as they 
accumulate points, etc.? 
A computer summary of the data on the master 
license file was obtained. Driving records for various 
types of drivers were detenrdned by age and sex. 
Relationships between number of points accumulated 
and accidents were determined as well as relationships 
between types of violations and accidents. 
Using the questionnaire responses, the means 
used to identify negligent drivers were summarized. 
Kentucky's point system was compared with those 
used in other states. 
An evaluation of the effectiveness of driver­
improvement clinics was also performed. Evaluations 
conducted by other states were studied. By using data 
from the master driver license file, driving records of 
drivers who completed a driver�improvement clinic 
were compared with those who were eligible but did 
not attend and all other drivers. 
Results 
DRIVER RECORDS 
As cited in a previous report, driving records 
differ dramatically by age and sex of the driver (I J. 
Using the large data base available from the driver 
license file, the accumulation of points and accidents 
for various types of drivers was determined {Table I). 
The points listed are demerit points given for traffic 
violations. The analysis \vas based on points and 
accidents accumulated in 1975 and 1976. The data 
showed that the number of points and accidents was 
much higher for males compared to females and also 
decreased with increasing age. Data have shown that 
the increased mileage driven by males results in lower 
accident rates (I). Even for d.rivers with the worst 
driving record (males under 25 years cf age), 80 
percent did not accumulate any demerit points in the 
2-year period. Only slightly over one percent of those 
drivers had a sufficient number of points (12 or more) 
to qualify for suspension of their license. Eight percent 
of the young male drivers had six or more points. 
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Table 1. Driving Record By Driver Age and Sex (1975-
1976). 
Driver 
(by age 
and sex) 
All 
Male 
Female 
Under 25 
25·49 
50 or older 
male, 
!Jnder 25 
Female, 50 
or older 
Points % % 
per with with 12 
driver no or more 
per year points points 
.22 90 .28 
.31 87 .46 
.10 95 .06 
.34 86 .65 
.22 90 .22 
.09 95 .04 
.52 80 1.10 
.05 97 0 
% 
Accidents with 6 
per driver or more 
per year points 
.020 3.0 
.024 4.4 
.014 1.3 
.027 5.2 
.019 3.0 
.015 0.9 
.033 8.0 
.011 0.5 
Considering all drivers, only 0.28 percent had accumu­
lated 1 2  or more points in 2 years. 
The point system identifies only a small number 
of high-risk drivers. For the 2-year period, the drivers 
who accumnlated 1 2  or more points were responsible 
Table 2. Relationship Between Number Of Points 
Accumulated and Number of Accidents 
(1975-1976). 
Accidents Per Driver 
Number of Points 
Driver 
Category 
All 
Male 
Female 
0 3-5 
.036 .072 
.043 .078 
.028 .054 
Less than .04S _097 
25 
25.49 
50 or 
more 
Male, 
under 25 
Female, 
50 or 
more 
.035 .062 
.030 .055 
.055 .105 
.021 .043 
6 - 8 
.079 
.088 
.047 
.099 
.069 
.056 
.103 
.026 
12or 
9- 11 more 
.108 
.116 
.067 
.137 
.089 
.014 
.150 
* 
.131 
.133 
.111 
.168 
.079 
.080 
.169 
* 
*No drivers in this category had accumulated 9 or more 
points. 
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for 0.9 percent of the accidents. Prohibiting all of 
these drivers from the road would have elinrinated less 
than one percent of accidents. 
A direct relationship was found between the 
number of points accumulated and the number of 
accidents in which a driver was involved (Table 2). 
Drivers who had accumulated more demerit points also 
had more accidents. This was true for both males and 
females and for various age categories. Best-fit equ· 
ations were determined to show the relationships 
between points and accidents for different categories 
of drivers. The coefficient of determination (r2) was 
calculated for each relationship (Table 3). Best rela· 
tionships were obtained when more than I year of data 
Table 3. Best-Fit Equations For Relationships Between 
Points and Accidents (By Driver Age and Sex). 
Years 
of Data 
1972-76 
Driver 
Category 
All Drivers 
Male 
Female 
Less than 25 
25·49 
50 or olde r 
Equation* r2 
Y � .14 + .01 X .90 
v�.16 +.011x .91 
Y � .086 + .014X .95 
v�.14 +.009X .73 
v�.129+.014X .97 
Y � .111 + .012X . 77 
Male, under 25 Y � .160 + .009X .74 
1975-76 All Drivers Y � .042 + .007X .97 
1976 
1975 
1973-75 
Male 
Female 
Less than 25 
25-49 
Y � .050 + .006X .96 
Y � .026 + .006X .86 
Y � .055 + .OOBX .95 
Y � .038 + .006X .96 
50 or older Y � .035 + .003X .62 
male, under 25 Y � .065 + .ooax .92 
All Drivers 
All Drivers 
All Drivers 
Y � .026 + .003X .77 
Y � .027 + .004X .61 
Y � .055 + .011 X .99 
1972·75 All Drivers Y � .085 + .016X .98 
* X= Number of Points 
Y = Accidents per Driver 
were used; however, there was not a significant 
improvement in the correlations when more than 2 
years of data were used. This indicated that the present 
practice of retaining points for a given violation for 2 
years may be appropriate. 
The relationship between number of violations 
and number of accidents per driver was also found to 
be very good (Table 4). The r2 values for violations 
versus accidents were slightly better than between 
points and accidents. This indicated that using only the 
number of violations without weighting some vio­
lations more than others would also identify the worst 
drivers. The results again showed that using 2 years of 
data was sufficient. 
Analysis of data for the years available showed 
that there has been a large increase in point accumu· 
lation per driver for the last several years (Table 5). 
When age was considered, there was still an increase; 
but the magnitude of the increase was not as large 
(Table 6). State police records showed a 56-percent 
increase in the number of citations issued in 1976 
Table 4. Best-Fit Equations for Relationships Between 
Number of Violations and Accidents (by Driver 
Age and Sexl. 
Years Driver 
of Data Category 
1 975-76 All Drivers 
Male 
Fe male 
Less than 25 
25 - 49 
50 or older 
male, under 25 
1972-76 All Drivers 
1 976 All Drivers 
1975 All Drivers 
1 973-75 All Drivers 
1972-75 All Drivers 
* X= Number of Violations 
Y = Accidents per Driver 
Equation * ,2 
Y = .040 + .028X .99 
Y = .047 + .027X .98 
Y = .030 + .020X .99 
Y = .053 + .033X .99 
Y= .037 + .021X .99 
Y = .038 + .002X .02** 
Y = .063 + .030X .98 
Y = .125 + .052X .96 
Y = .016 + .022X .94 
Y = .018 + .024X 1.00 
Y = .054 + .042X .97 
Y = .106 + .047X .91 
* *There was insufficient data in this category. 
Table 5. Driving Record of All Drivers by Year. 
Points per %With No %With 6 or 
Year Driver Points More Points 
1 976 .23 94 1.50 
1 975 .20 95 1 .21 
1974 .18 96 1 .00 
1 973 .14 96 .81 
1972 .1 0 98 .52 
compared to 1972. 
An analysis was conducted to determine if some 
violation types were more directly related to accidents. 
Theoretically, the violation types which were more 
closely related to accidents shonld be weighted more, 
that is, have more points assigned to them. Definite 
relationships were found between several types of 
violations and accidents. The violations which gave the 
best relationships included failure to yield, careless 
driving, reckless driving, and speeding (16 mph (7 .2 
m/s) to 25 mph (11.2 m/s) over the limit) (Table 
7). Several violation types were not represented by 
sufficient citations to permit correlation with acci­
dents. 
The number of citations issued for the various 
violations were ranked in order of occurrence for all 
drivers as well as for various categories of drivers (Table 
8). The ranking of the major violations varied slightly 
with the age and sex of the drivers. Speeding (less than 
16 mph (7.2 m/s) over the limit) ranked first for all 
drivers. This violation represented 46 percent of all 
citations. Speeding (16 mph (7.2 m/s) to 25 mph (11.2 
m/s) over the limit), reckless driving, and stop viola­
tions accounted for about 14 percent of all citations. 
None of the other violations constituted over two 
percent of all citations. Comparison of the ranking of 
violations for males under 25 years of age and females 
50 years or above pointed out some differences. For 
males under 25 years of age, improper start and im­
proper driving violations ranked much higher than for 
females 50 years or older. Improper lane usage and 
failure to yield ranked higher for females 50 years or 
older. 
Table 6. Driving Record of Drivers Over 30 Years of 
Age by Year .* 
Points per %With No %With 6or 
Year Driver Points More Points 
1976 .15 96.3 0.82 
1 975 .14 96.4 0.75 
1974 .13 96.7 0.64 
1 973 .1 2 97.1 0.61 
1 972 .08 97.9 0.38 
*Age as of December 31 , 1 976. 
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Table 7. Relationships Between Particular Violations 
and Accidents.* 
Violation Type Equation** r2 
Failure to yield Y= .10+ .19X .99 
Careless driving Y= .09+ .18X .98 
Reckless driving Y= .10+ .11 X .95 
Speeding (16 to 25 mph) 
(7 .2 to 11 .2 m/s) Y=.10+ .10X .95 
Disregarded traffic 
control device Y = .13 + .08 X .91 
Improper passing Y = .04 + .32 X .87 
Speeding (over 25 mph) 
(11 .2 m/s) Y= .14+ .D7X .69 
Speeding (under 16 mph) 
(7.2 m/s) Y = .43 + .58 X .61 
Multi pie o f fense or 
conviction Y=.19+.15X .59 
Improper start Y= .15+ .05 X .33 
Improper lane usage Y= .13 + .01 X .11 
Improper turn Y= .14+ .01 X .03 
Improper driving Y = .16 + .003 X .002 
*Five years of data (1972-1976). 
**X= Number o f  citations of a given type. 
Y = Accidents per driver. 
Attempts have been made by others to predict 
the number of accidents from traffic violation data. 
One of the questions in the survey of the states con­
cerned the prediction of accidents based on parameters 
such as number and/or type of violations. A few states 
have conducted studies in this area, but the results have 
not been conclusive (3, 4, 5, 6, 7). Table 9 gives a com­
parison of driving records for 2 years after a particular 
violation. A large difference in the subsequent record 
followed certain violations. The worst driVing record 
was associated with citations for improper start. This 
type of violation related to a particular category of 
drivers. It was interesting to note that the violations 
whlch correlate best with accidents (Table 7) were 
not the same violations associated with the worst 
Table 9. Driving Record for Two Years after Violation. 
Violation* 
Improper start 
Careless driving 
Improper driving 
Following too closely 
Driving on wrong side of road 
Two or more violations at once 
Wrong way on 1�way street 
Stop violation 
Reckless driving 
Speeding (16 to 25 mph 
(7.2 to 11 .2 m/s)) 
Improper turn 
Speeding (under 16 mph 
(7 .2 m/s)) 
Improper lane usage 
Improper passing 
Failure to yield 
*Before the two�year period. 
Driving Record for 2 
Years after Violation 
Points/ Accidents/ 
Driver/ Driver/ 
Year Year 
1.24 .061 
1 .17 .057 
.87 .036 
.85 .053 
.69 .067 
.64 .037 
.64 .047 
.63 .039 
.62 .045 
.59 .048 
.58 .033 
.56 .042 
.52 .044 
.49 .046 
.43 .039 
Note: Driving record for 2 years after an accident was: 
.37 points/driver/year 
.007 accidents/driver /year 
Table 8. Ranking in Order by Occurrence of Major Violations. 
R a nking 
Driver Category 
Males Females 
All Under 50 or Under 50 or 
Violation Drivers Males Females 25 25-49 Above 25 Above 
Speeding (under 16 mph 
(7 .2 m/s)) 
Speeding (16 to 25 mph 
(7 .2 to 11 .2 m/s)) 2 3 3 3 4 2 3 3 
Reckless driving 3 2 4 2 3 3 2 4 
Stop violation 4 4 2 4 2 4 4 2 
Improper turn 5 5 5 6 5 5 7 5 
Improper passing 6 6 8 7 7 6 6 8 
Improper lane usage 7 9 6 12 6 8 12 6 
Improper driving 8 7 9 8 9 7 8 11 
Failure to yield 9 10 7 11 8 9 11 7 
Improper start 10 8 15 5 18 12 5 18 
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driving records (Table 9). The results in Table 7 were 
based on the relationship between number of ci· 
tatfons for a particular offense and number of acci­
dents per driver. The results in Table 9 were based on 
the driving record for 2 years after citation for a given 
offense. Although data bases were different, the 
objective in both analyses was to determine a means of 
weighting certain violation types to identify drivers 
who would be more likely to be involved in accidents. 
The differences in results illustrated the problems when 
attempting to predict accidents from violations. 
The accident history of drivers 2 years after an 
accident was much better than for an equal thne period 
following a traffic violation. The analysis showed that 
citations for violations are better predictors of acci­
dents than the accident history of drivers. 
The results showed an accumulation of 0.25 
points per driver per year for the 2 years before the 
accident. This compares to the highest average for any 
year of 0.23 points per driver in 1976. The best 
comparison would be for 5 years, which showed an 
average of 0.17 points per driver per year. Whereas 
point accumulation preceding an accident was found to 
be above average, it was much lower than for high·risk 
drivers. Therefore, it was obvious that an accident may 
not necessarily be associated with or preceded by a 
large number of traffic citations. 
A comparison was also conducted of the record 
of all drivers, drivers who were involved in an accident, 
and drivers who accumulated 12 points in 2 years 
(Table 10). This analysis was done to compare accident 
involvement and point accumulation as a means to 
predict driving records and to determine if both were 
positive indicators of a bigh·risk driver. From this 
analysis, it was clear that drivers who accumulate 12 
points in 2 years had worse subsequent driving records 
than other drivers involved in an accident. In fact, for 
the first 3 years following the accident. drivers who 
had been involved in an accident had better driving 
records than other drivers. 
POINT SYSTEMS 
A primary objective of the questionnaire sent to 
the states in 1976 was to determine how negligent 
drivers are identified. Also, since Kentucky used a 
point system, another objective was to compare the 
various point systems. A total of 49 questionnaires 
were mailed, and replies were received from 40 states 
(82 percent). Table I I  is a summary of the means by 
which negligent drivers are identified. It shows that a 
point system is the predominant means of identifi· 
cation (67.5 percent). The number of convictions 
is also used by several states (25 percent), and a few 
states used number of convictions and accidents (7 .5 
percent). 
Table 10. Comparison of Driving Records of All Drivers 
with Drivers Involved in an Accident and 
Drivers Who Accumulated 1 2  points in two 
years. 
Driving Record 
Accident/ Points/ % Drivers 
Driver/ Driver/ With No 
Year 
First Year After 
All drivers ( 1 976) .020 
Driver involved in 
accident .007 
1 2  points in 2 
years .047 
Two Years After 
All drivers 
(1 975·1 976) .020 
Driver involved in 
accident .007 
1 2  points in 2 
years .037 
Three Years After 
All drivers 
(1 974·1 976) .015 
Driver involved in 
accident 
1 2  points in 2 
years 
Four Years After 
All drivers 
(1 973-1 976) 
Driver involved in 
accident 
1 2  points in 2 
years 
.015 
.024 
.01 9 
.033 
.048 
Year Points 
.23 94 
.41 90 
1 .47 74 
.22 90 
.37 84 
1 .28 59 
.20 86 
.36 79 
1 .31 50 
.1 9 84 
.34 75 
1 .00 44 
Table 1 1 .  Means by Which Negligent Drivers are I dent· 
ified in Other States. 
Number of 
States Percent 
Means Responding of Total 
Point system 27 67.5 
Number of convictions 1 0  25.0 
Number of convictions 
and accidents 3 7.5 
5 
A copy of the penalty points for various viola­
tions was received from 24 states. These were analyzed 
and compared with the penalties assigned in Kentucky. 
One comparison is summarized in Table 12. There, 
the relative severity of the points assigned to specific 
violation types in Kentucky was compared to those in 
other states. In some cases, the word description of a 
specific violation varied from state to state. If the 
description appeared to correspond to the violation 
type considered, it was included in the analysis. The 
penalty for a violation was found by dividing the 
points assigned to that violation by the number of 
points necessary for suspension. For example, in 
Kentucky, 1 2  points are necessary for suspension. A 
conviction for "Reckless Driving" is assigned four 
points; dividing the number of points assigned (four) 
by 12 gives the relative penalty for reckless driving 
(0.33). The average penalty given for reckless driving in 
other states was 0.49. From this analysis, it was found 
that "Reckless Driving" carries less penalty in 
Kentucky than in other states. A penalty of 1 .00 
qualifies for an automatic suspension. In most states, a 
category defined as "Any Other Violations" was being 
used. If a violation type was not specifically listed, the 
points assigned to the "Any Other Violations" cate­
gory was used in the calculations. Considering all of the 
violation types, the point system presently used in 
Kentucky was in general agreement with those in other 
states. 
A comparison of the data in Table 1 2  showed a 
few instances where the penalty for a violation in 
Kentucky differed significantly from those systems 
in other states. As previously mentioned, the penalty 
for "Reckless Driving" was low compared to other 
states. The penalty for some categories of speed­
ing was higher in Kentucky. The penalty for speeding 
more than 25 mph ( 1 1 .2 m/s) over the limit was 
particularly high. The penalty for tmproper passing was 
also slightly higher in Kentucky. 
The only violation which was listed often in 
other point systems but not in Kentucky's was the 
"Passing Stopped School Bus". This category was 
assigned the number of p oints reserved for "Any Other 
Violations" in Table 12, and it was obvious that the 
Table 12. Comparison of Penalty Assigned to Various Violations in Kentucky and Other States. 
Penalty {Proportion of Points Necessary for Suspension) 
Average for Range Standard 
Violation Kentucky Other States Highest Lowest Deviation 
Reckless driving .33 .49 .77 .20 .1 5  
Driving while intoxicated 1 .00 .84 1 .00 .40 .22 
Speeding- less than 1 6  mph (7 .2 m/s) .25 .28 .50 .1 7 .09 
Speeding - 1 6  to 25 mph 
(7.2 to 1 1 .2 m/s) .50 .38 1 .00 .1 9 .1 7 
Speeding - more than 25 mph 
( 1 1 .2 m/s) 1 .00 .46 1 .00 .1 9  .1 7 
Passed stopped school bus .25 .40 .86 .1 3 .1 9 
Improper passing .42 .28 .60 .1 3 .1 1 
Driving on wrong side of road .33 .26 .50 .1 3 .08 
Following too closely .33 .24 .42 .1 3 .07 
Failure to yield t o  emergency vehicle .33 .25 .43 .1 3 .08 
Failure to yield .25 .25 .43 .1 3 .08 
Changing drivers in moving vehicle .33 .21 .29 .1 3 .1 1 
Stop violation .25 .25 .40 :1 3  .07 
Wrong way on a one-way street .25 .23 .33 .1 3  .07 
Too fast for conditions .25 .24 .60 .1 3 .09 
Too slow for conditions .25 .22 .60 .1 3 .09 
Careless driving .25 .26 .50 .1 3 .1 1 
Failure to illuminate headlights .25 .20 .29 .09 .05 
Failure to dim headlights .22 .25 .60 .09 .09 
Improper start .25 .21 .50 .09 .05 
Improper lane usage .25 .23 .40 .09 .07 
Racing 1 .00 .63 1 .00 .1 7 .27 
Vehicle not under control .33 .24 .50 .1 3 .08 
Improper driving .25 .23 .50 .09 .08 
Any other violations .25 .20 .29 .09 .05 
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penalty for this violation was low compared to other 
states. 
A listing of the violations in Kentncky for which 
there are penalty points assigned is given in Table 13. 
An analysis of the point systems of other states showed 
that an average of 33 specific violation types were 
listed; the range was from 6 to 112 specific violations, 
and a median was 23 violations. This compares to 25 
specific violations in Kentncky. The point systems 
which had very large numbers of violation types were 
confusing because many categories seemed redundant. 
The optimum point system should have as few 
violation types as possible. 
A summary of the number of citations (five 
years) issued for each violation type is given in Table 
14. The rankings of the most frequent violations 
were given in Table 8. There were a few violations 
which were used very infrequently. The very small 
number of convictions involving those violations 
Table 13. Penalty Points for Traffic Violations in 
Kentucky. 
Violation 
Speeding 1 5  mph (6.7 m/s) or less over 
Penalty 
Points 
the limit 3 
Speeding 16 to 25 mph (6.7 to 1 1 .2 m/s) 
over the limit 6 
Improper passing 5 
Reckless driving 4 
Driving on wrong side of the road 4 
Following too closely 4 
Failure to yield to emergency vehicle 4 
Changing drivers in a moving vehicle 4 
Vehicle not under control 4 
Stop violation 3 
Failure to yield 3 
Wrong way on a one-way street 3 
Too fast for conditions 3 
Too slow for conditions 3 
I mproper start 3 
Improper driving* 3 
Careless driving 3 
Improper lane usage 3 
Failure to illuminate headlights 3 
Failure to dim headlights* 3 
Any other violation 3 
Violation involving an accident 6 
Two or more violations in one occurrence 6 
Improper turn* *  3 
Crosswalk* *  3 
* Not included in the latest version of point system. 
**These violations are coded on the driver's license tape 
although they did not appear on the point list. 
Table 1 4. Violations in Order of Occurrence. 
Number of Percent of 
Violation Violations* Total 
Speeding 1 5  mph (6.7 m/s) or 
less over the limit 30,038 46.1 9 
Speeding 1 6  to 25 mph (7 .2 to 
1 1 .2 m/s) over the limit 9,267 1 4.25 
Reckless driving 9,178 1 4.1 1 
Stop violation 8,623 13.26 
Improper turn 1 ,397 2.1 5 
Improper Passing 1 ,208 1 .86 
Improper lane usage 827 1 .27 
Improper driving 822 1 .26 
Failure to yield 725 1 .1 2  
Improper start 684 1 .05 
Careless driving 604 0.93 
Two or more violations 
at once 604 0.93 
Wrong way on one-way street 31 4 0.48 
Following too closely 298 0.46 
Driving on wrong side of road 21 8 0.34 
Violation involving accident 88 0.1 4 
Failure to yield to emergency 
vehicle 51 0.08 
Too slow for conditions 25 0.04 
Failure to dim headlights 1 8  0.03 
Too fast for conditions 1 7  0.03 
Failure to illuminate headlights 7 0.03 
Vehicle not under control 6 0.01 
Changing drivers in a moving 
vehicle 3 0.00 
Crosswalk 1 0.00 
Any other violation 0 0.00 
* Five-year period ( 1 972·1 976). 
Speeding (over 25 mph (1 1 .2 m/s)) was listed 570 
times durilig this time period. 
may warrant their inclusion under the "Any Other 
Violation" category. Also, since the "Any Other 
Violation" category would contain various violation 
types which are seldomly used, it may be logical to 
assign a lower number of points to this category 
compared to specific violations which correlated well 
with accidents. 
A table was developed showing a summary of 
driving records for the 2·year period before an accident 
(Table 15). All violations were ranked in order of 
occurrence. If a comparison of the data in Tables 14 
and 15 showed a violation type constituted a higher 
proportion of all violations in the period preceding an 
accident (Table 15), this would indicate it was a 
better predictor of an accident and, therefore, it should 
be weighted more heavily in the point system. The 
ranking of the various violations in the two tables was 
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Table 15. Summary of Violations Issued in the Two� Year 
Period Before an Accident. 
Number of Percent of 
Violation Violations Total 
Speeding 15 mph (6 .7 m/s) or 
less over the limit 144 39 .79 
Reckless driving 62 17 .12 
Speeding 16 to 25 mph (7.2 to 
11 .2 m/s) over the I imit 54 14.92 
Stop violation 45 12.43 
Failure to yield 9 2 .49 
Improper passing 8 2.2 1 
Improper turn 7 1.93 
Improper start 7 1.93 
Two or more violations 
at once 7 1.93 
Improper lane usage 6 1.66 
Improper driving 6 1.66 
Careless driving 4 1.10 
Wrong way on one-way street 0.28 
Following too closely 0.28 
Driving on wrong side of road 1 0.28 
Violation involving accident 0 0.00 
Failure to yield to emergency 
vehicle 0 0.00 
Too slow for cond itions 0 0.00 
Failure to dim headlights 0 0.00 
Too fast for conditions 0 0.00 
Failure to illuminate headlights 0 0.00 
Vehicle not under control 0 0.00 
Changing drivers in a moving 
vehicle 0 0.00 
Crosswalk 0 0.00 
Any other violation 0 0.00 
*There were three speeding (over 25 mph (11.2 m/s)) 
violations . 
very similar. nReckless Drivingn increased the most in 
terms of percentage of all violations when the 2 years 
before an accident was considered. The "Failure to 
Yield n, 11Improper Start n, and 11Two or More Vio­
lations at Once 11 violations also increased in ranking for 
the 2-year period before an accident. 
The preceding analysis of the point systems used 
in other states and Kentucky, and the number of 
violations of various types which are issued in 
Kentucky, suggested that a few of the point values 
presently assigned to various violations should be 
modified somewhat. To accomplish that, the com­
parison between specific violation types and accident 
records was also consulted. Following is a list of 
suggested modifications to Kentucky's point system: 
L Delete the ''Changing Drivers in a Moving 
Vehicle" category {this violation type would be in-
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eluded in the "Any Other Violation" category); 
2. Delete the "Vehicle Not Under Control" 
category {this violation type would be included in the 
"Any Other Violation" category); 
3. Delete either ''Improper Driving11 or 
11Careless Driving11 categories and include under one 
category. {Note: The latest version of the point system 
included only the "Careless Driving" category.) 
4. Delete the "Crosswalk" category {this 
category is coded but not included in the violation list) 
{include in the "Any Other Violation" category); 
5. Add a "Passing Stopped School Bus" 
violation category and assign four points to it; 
6. Add an 11lmproper Tum 11 violation type 
which would be assessed three points {this category is 
coded but not included in the violation list); 
7. Lower the penalty for "hnproper Passing" 
to four points; 
8. Lower the penalty for the "Any Other 
Violations11 category to two points; 
9. Increase the points assessed for 11Reckless 
Driving'' to six; 
10. Change the penalty for "Speeding Greater 
than 25 mph (11.2 m/s) Over the limit" to an assess­
ment of nine penalty points; 
11. The following violations may also warrant 
their inclusion in the ''Any Other Violations'' category. 
"Too Fast for Conditions", 
11Too Slow for Conditions", 
"Failure to illuminate Headlights", 
"Failure to Dim Headlights". 
{Note: The latest version of the point system contains 
"Failure to Use Headlights" rather than "Failure to 
llluminate Headlights." 1he system does not include 
"Failure to Dim Headlights11.) 
The category of "Failure to Yield to an Emergency 
Vehicle" showed only a few citations, and it was not 
used in other states. However, this category appears to 
be similar to the "Passing Stopped School Bus" 
category in that a violation could result in an 
injury-producing accident. This violation type, there­
fore, should be retained at the present penalty level. 
There were numerous other violation types listed 
by other states which are not cited as a specific viola­
tion in Kentucky. The "Passing Stopped School Bus" 
violation was the only one which was listed by most of 
the states. A few were listed by more than one state 
and among others, these included 11Disobey Orders of 
Officer11, "Improper Equipment", and "Failure to 
Yield to Pedestrian". 
The law requiring yearly inspection of motor 
vehicles in Kentucky was repealed by the 1978 Legis­
lature. To aid in the enforcement of proper vehicle 
condition, it is recommended that the violation of 
"Defective Vehicle" be included in the point system 
and assigned three penalty points. 
Right-tum-on-red has been in effect in Kentucky 
for several years and a law allowing left-turns-on-red at 
the intersection of two one-way streets was enacted by 
the 1978 legislature. Also, several states listed a 
violation category specifically related to yielding the 
right-of-way to pedestrians. In consideration of these 
facts and the fact that pedestrian accidents usually 
involve an injury, it is recommended that the violation 
of "Failure to Yield to Pedestrians" be included in the 
point system and assigned three penalty points. 
The recommended violations and their penalty 
points are listed in Table 16. The suggested changes 
refer only to violation types listed and the number of 
points assigned to those violations. The other aspects 
of the point system, such as the length of time points 
are to be retained and the number of points necessary 
for suspension of a license were comparable to those in 
other states. 
Table 16. Recommended Point System. 
Violation Points 
Speeding 26 mph (11.6 m/s) 
or more aver limit 9 
Speeding 16 to 25 mph 
(7.2 to 1 1 .2 m/s) over 
limit 6 
Reckless driving 6 
Improper passing 4 
Driving on wrong side of road 4 
Following too closely 4 
Failure to yield to 
emergency vehicle 4 
Passing stopped school bus 4 
Speeding 1 5  mph (6.7 m/s) 
or less over the limit 3 
Stop violation 3 
Improper turn 3 
Failure to yield 3 
Wrong way on a one-way 
street 3 
Improper start 3 
Careless driving 3 
Improper lane usage 3 
Defective vehicle 3 
Failure to yield to 
pedestrian 3 
Any other violation 2 
Commission of violation 
causing an accident 2 plus points for 
violation 
Two or more violations in 
one occurrence 2 plus points for 
highest violation 
The 1976 Kentucky legislature enacted a Jaw 
that prohibited assessment of penalty points against 
drivers speeding up to 70 mph (31.3 m/s) on interstates 
and other four-lane limited-access highways. The 
penalty assessed for violation of the 55-mph (24.6-m/s) 
speed limit varies from state to state. Some states have 
laws similar to Kentucky's prohibiting assessment of 
points. A large majority of states with a point system 
assess points for speeding between 55 mph (24.6 m/s) 
and 70 mph (31.3 m/s ), regardless of the type of 
highway. Restrictions on the penalty for violation 
of the 55-mph (24.6-m/s) speed limit does not seem 
consistent with the emphasis on enforcement of the 
speed limit. Therefore, it is recommended that such 
laws be repealed. 
DRIVER IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 
One of the questions on the survey of states 
asked if evaluations of the driver-improvement program 
had been conducted and what the results were. Most 
states have not conducted formal evaluations of their 
program, but most indicated that driving records of the 
participants improved significantly. Except where 
formal evaluations had been made, no control groups 
were used and, therefore, the evaluations ignored the 
regression toward the mean phenomenon (8). Drivers 
accumulating sufficient points to become eligible to 
attend a driver-improvement program tend to 
subsequently accumulate fewer points whether they 
attended a program or not. Some statements on 
driver-improvement programs were: 
1. Seventy-five percent suspended under the 
point system never received another suspen­
sion, 
2. Persons contacted through driver-improve­
ment programs indicated the programs have 
at least an 85-percent positive effect, and 
3 .  Only 1 5  percent of those attending driver­
improvement clinics become subject to 
administrative action within the following 
12-month period. 
Some states, notably California, North Carolina, 
and Oregon, have conducted evaluations involving 
control groups. In one study, performance of drivers 
after attending a driver-improvement clinic was 
compared to other drivers (9 ). For three years after­
wards, the driving records of 85 percent of the drivers 
improved in terms of both violations and accidents; 
however, despite this improvement, the post-action 
driving record of negligent drivers was still significantly 
poorer than for the average California driver. In an­
other Callfornia study, it was found that drivers 
attending a hearing had significantly fewer convictions 
during the following 12-month period than did a 
control group (10). However, the differences decreased 
in the second 12-month period, accident frequency did 
not appear to be reduced, and the hearing did not 
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reduce the point count of the negligent driver to the 
level of other drivers. In North Carolina, drivers who 
completed a driver-improvement clinic were compared 
with those who did not (11). In general, results were 
not particularly convincing in favor of driver clinics 
but, based on convictions, trends favored clinic partici­
pants. That report stated that the value of the driver· 
improvement program probably cannot be judged 
solely on citation and accident data. An evaluation of 
a driver-improvement interview conducted in Oregon 
found that a higher proportion of drivers attending 
an interview drove one full year without a serious 
violation or chargeable accident compared to a control 
group (12). 
The primary means of improving the high·risk 
driver in Kentucky is a driver-improvement clinic. 
Mter a driver accumulates a given number of penalty 
points, he is required to attend the clinic. The driver 
receives a reduction of four points from his driving 
record after attendance at the clinic. However, some 
drivers do not attend the clinic. This group of drivers 
was used as a control group to compare with drivers 
who completed the clinic. Also, the record of those 
completing the clinic were compared with the record 
of ali other drivers. 
In the 2·year period after completion of the 
driver·improvement clinic, only 12 percent of the 
drivers accumulated the number of points (6 points) 
warranting administrative action. This finding was 
typical of those from other states involving studies 
without control groups. However, only 12 percent of 
the group of drivers that did not attend the clinic 
accumulated 6 points within 2 years. In the driving 
population at large, only three percent obtained 6 or 
more points in the same period (1975·1976). 
The driving record (convictions and accidents) of 
drivers was determined for the 2·year period after 
several specific administrative actions were taken 
(Table 17). The driving record of individuals ac· 
cumulating enough points to require administrative 
action remained higher than for all drivers. Mter 
completion of a driver improvement clinic or being put 
on probation or license reinstatement, the driving 
record of these high·risk drivers still remained poor in 
Table 1 7. Driving Record for Two Years After Given 
Action. 
Action 
Driver improvement clinic 
completion 
Clinic non-attendance 
Probation 
License reinstated 
Notice of hearing 
Notice of interview 
Interview non-appearance 
Driving Record for 
Two Years After Action 
Points Accidents 
per Year per Year 
.79 .039 
.76 .037 
.81 .055 
.85 .049 
.78 .045 
.83 .042 
.91 .030 
Note: For the total driving population, the driving record 
(1975-1976) showed 0.22 points per driver per year and 0.020 
accidents per driver per year. 
regard to violations and accidents compared to all 
drivers. 
A more detailed comparison between drivers who 
did or did not attend a driver·irnprovement clinic 
showed that the driving records were very similar 
(Table 18). Also, there were no significant differ· 
ences between age groups and sex of drivers. The 
driving records for drivers eligible for the clinic re· 
mained poorer than for ali drivers. 
A before·and-after comparison showed a very 
significant improvement in driving record after com­
pletion of a driver-improvement clinic or probation 
(Table 19). However, the improvement also occurred 
for drivers who did not attend the clinic. There was a 
greater improvement in point accumulation than in 
accident reduction for those attending the clinic. 
Drivers enrolled in clinics had a higher percentage 
of males and young drivers than the driver popula· 
lion (1). Even when age and sex was considered, the 
driving record of individuals completing a driver· 
improvement clinic was poor (Table 18). 
Another comparison was made of the driving 
records of those who did not complete the driver· 
improvement clinic and those on probation or after 
reinstatement of license (Table 20). For the !·year and 
Table 18. Comparison of Driving Record of Drivers Eligible to Attend Driver Improvement Clinic and All Drivers. 
All Drivers 
(1975·1976) Driving Record for Two Years After Given Action 
Points per Accidents Points per Driver per Year Accidents per Driver per Year 
Driver Driver per Driver Completed Driver Clinic Completed Driver Clinic 
(by age and sex) per Year per Year Improvement Clinic Non-Attendance Improvement Clinic Non-Attendance 
All .22 .020 .79 .76 .039 .037 
Male .31 .024 .82 .80 .041 .038 
Female .10 .014 .47 .40 .025 .023 
Under 25 .34 .027 1.02 .89 .047 .032 
25·49 .22 .019 .83 .71 .045 .039 
50 or older .09 .015 .40 .34 .020 .034 
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2-year periods afterwards, the records of drivers who 
did or did not complete the driver-improvement clinic 
were very similar. However, when longer periods of 
time (3 and 4 years) were considered, an improvement 
in driving record (particularly point accumulation) was 
found for drivers who attended the clinic. For the 3-
and 4-year after periods, the drivers who did not attend 
the clinic also had higher point accumulation compared 
to drivers who had been placed on probation or had 
their license reinstated. The difference in point accu­
mulation occurred because the accumulation rate for 
drivers who did not attend the clinic increased whlie 
the others remained relatively unchanged. For all time 
periods considered, the driving record of all drivers 
remained much lower than for any of the specific 
groups of drivers mentioned. 
The year�to�year changes in licensed drivers, 
accidents, and traffic citations must be taken into 
account. Data in Table 21 show an increase in the 
number of citations during the study period and 
explains the yearly increases for individual drivers cited 
in Tables 5 and 6. The number of accidents has varied 
Table 1 9. Comparison of Before and After Records of Drivers Who Did or Did Not Complete 
the Driver Improvement Clinic and Drivers Put on Probation. 
Driving Record (two years) 
Points per Driver Accidents per Driver 
per Year per Year 
Category Before After Before After 
Attended clinic 4.85 .79 .076 .039 
Did not attend clinic 4.46 .76 .102 .037 
Probation 2.21 .81 .099 .055 
Percent Reduction 
Points per 
Driver 
per Year 
84 
83 
63 
Accidents per 
Driver 
per Year 
49 
63 
44 
Table 20. Comparison of Driving Records of Drivers Who Did or Did Not Complete the Driver 
Improvement Clinic. 
Percent With 
Points/Driver/Year Accidents/Driver/Year No Points 
One· Year Period 
After completing DIC* .83 .041 81 
After Dl C non-attendance .85 .056 81 
All drivers (1 976) .23 .020 94 
After probation .78 .063 84 
After reinstatement .90 .056 81 
Two- Year Period 
After completing DIC .79 .039 68 
After Dl C non-attendance .76 .038 67 
All drivers (1 975-1 976) .22 .020 90 
After probation .81 .055 69 
After reinstatement .85 .049 68 
Three-Year Period 
After completing Dl C .79 .043 60 
After Dl C non-attendance 1 .1 0  .047 53 
All drivers (1 974-1976) .20 .01 5 86 
After probation .84 .055 57 
After reinstatement .83 .048 58 
Four-Year Period 
After completing DIG .76 .050 52 
After DIC non-attendance 1 .1 2  .062 40 
All drivers ( 1 973-1976) .1 9 .019 82 
After probation .87 .075 46 
After reinstatement .62 .069 57 
*DIC - Driver Improvement Clinic. 
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Table 21. Yearly Variation in the Driving Record of the Driving Population. 
State Pol ice Traffic Citations Issued 
Licensed Drivers Reported Accidents by State Pol ice 
Percent Increase 
Year Number from Year Before Number 
1 976 1 ,873,000 8 30,267 
1 975 1 ,742,000 1 28,937 
1 974 1 ,722,000 2 24,776 
1 973 1 ,684,000 4 28,968 
1 972 1 ,626,000 26,033 
from year to year. These yearly variations must be con­
sidered when comparisons are made between different 
time periods in Table 20. 
It would appear that the effectiveness of the 
driver clinics would be greatest bnmediately after 
completion of the course. However, the data showed 
some improvement during the 3- and 4-year period 
after completion of the clinic. The fact that the record 
of drivers who did or did not attend the clinic showed 
improvement is not surprising. The before record, as 
shown in Table 19, was exceptionally poor and would 
be expected to improve. Both groups of drivers were at 
Percent Increase Percent Increase 
from Year Before Number from Year Before 
5 284,147 9 
1 7  260,153 1 2  
-14 232,1 55 27 
1 1  1 82,591 0 
1 82,626 
the point where one additional conviction could result 
in the loss of their license. For the group of drivers 
who did not attend the clinic, the threat of losing their 
license could explain why their afterwards record was 
very similar to drivers who attended the clinic. This 
would be the case for the 2-year period. At the end 
of that time, these points would be eliminated. There­
fore, after the 2-year period, the point total was no 
longer a deterrent, and the record for drivers who did 
not attend the clinic became worse. At that point in 
time, the long-term effectiveness of the driver im­
provement clinics may be evident. 
Summary and Conclusions 
DRIVER LICENSE FILE 
l .  Driving records vary dramatically by age 
and sex of the driver. The number of points and 
accidents were much higher for males compared t.o 
females and decreased with increasing age. 
2. The point system identifies only a smail 
number of high-risk drivers. Prohibiting all drivers who 
accumulated 1 2  or more points in a 2-year period from 
driving would eliminate less than one percent of all 
accidents. 
3. A direct relationship was found between 
points accumulated and accidents in which the driver 
was involved. The relationship between number of 
violations and number of accidents per driver was also 
good. Defmite relationships were found between 
several specific types of violations and accidents. 
Citations for violations were found to be better pre­
dictors of accident involvement than a driver's previous 
accident history. 
4. The relationships between points and 
accidents indicated that the present procedure of 
maintaining points for a given violation for 2 years was 
appropriate. 
5. Several analyses were used to determine a 
means of weighting certain violation types to isolate 
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drivers who would be more likely to be involved in an 
accident. Conflicting results illustrated the problems in 
attempting to predict accidents. 
POINT SYSTEM 
1. A demerit point system was used as a 
means to identify high-risk drivers in most states. 
2. For most violation types, the penalties 
assigned in the Kentucky point system was in agree­
ment with those in other states. However, modification 
of some of the point values are recommended. 
3 .  Because of infrequent usage, it is recom-
mended that several specific violations be placed in the 
"Any Other Violation" category. 
4. The only violation listed often by other 
states but not by Kentucky was "Passing Stopped 
School Bus 1 1•  
5. A revised point system is recommended 
(Table 16). The recommended changes reflect a 
refinement in the existing point system based on an 
analysis of other point systems as well as an analysis of 
driving records contained in the master driver's license 
file. Other aspects of the point system such as the 
length of time points are retained and the number of 
points necessary for suspension of a drivers license 
were judged to be appropriate as they are now. 
6. A current law prohibiting assessment of 
demerit points against drivers speeding up to 70 mph 
{31 .3 m/s) on interstates and other four-lane limited· 
access high ways should be repealed. 
DRIVER IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 
I. Aoalysis of the 2-year before-and-after 
periods showed a very signifi.cant improvement in 
driving records after completion of a driver-improve· 
ment clinic. However, a similar improvement occurred 
for drivers eligible for the clinic but who did not at­
tend. A greater reduction occurred in the demerit point 
total than in accidents. 
2. Mter completion of a driver-improve· 
ment clinic, or after being put on probation or after 
license reinstatement, the driving record (citations and 
accidents) of high-risk drivers remained poor com· 
pared to other drivers. 
3 .  Driving records for the 2-year period 
following attendance or nonattendance of a clinic were 
very similar for all groups. 
4. When a longer period was considered {3 
or 4 years), an improvement in driving records {partic­
ularly point accumulation) was found for drivers who 
attended the clinic compared to those who did not. 
The threat of loss of license served as a deterrent for 
the first 2 years. However, at the end of that period, 
the points had been eliminated. At that point in time, 
the long-term effectiveness of the driver-improvement 
clinic became evident. 
5. A high number of demerit points 
improved driving record only as long as the threat of 
the loss of driver's license remained. This showed that 
the issuance of points alone will not result in a long· 
term improvement in driving records. Long-term ef­
fectiveness may only be achieved through direct con­
tact with high-risk drivers through personal interviews 
and driver-improvement clinics. 
Recommendations 
A revised point system is recommended (Table 
16). The recommended changes involve some of the 
violation types and the number of points assigned to 
them. No changes are being recommended in any other 
aspects of the point system -· such as the length of time 
points are to be retained and the number of points 
required for suspension. It is also recommended that 
the personal con tact provided by interviews and driver 
improvement clinics be continued as a means to 
rehabilitate the high-risk driver. 
The 1976 Kentucky legislature enacted a law 
that prohtbited assessment of penalty points against 
drivers speeding up to 70 mph (3 1.1  m/s) on interstate 
and other four-lane, limited-access highways. It is 
recommended that the law be repealed. 
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